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This study used focus groups to investigate 18 general classroom teachers' and 12 learning 
support teachers' conceptions of the attributes of successful learning support teachers. Based 
on the attributes emerging from the focus groups, a 20-item questionnaire was designed 
consisting of statements in four categories: Knowledge and Experience; Organisational Skills; 
Communication; and Personal Traits. The questionnaire was completed by 117 teachers. 
Results indicated that there was agreement between the focus groups and teachers who 
responded to the questionnaire. However, there was a mismatch between learning support 
teachers and classroom teachers as to what they regarded as being the most important 
attributes. Learning support teachers indicated that Knowledge and Experience was the most 
important attribute but this same category was not rated as highly by general classroom 
teachers. In the total sample of teachers, Personal Traits was rated significantly higher than 
the other three categories. Communication was ranked second which was significantly higher 
than Organisational Skills. 
 
Introduction 
Collaboration between Support Teachers-Learning Difficulties (ST-LDs) and general classroom 
teachers has been fraught with problems (Fields, 1996). When collaborative work between general 
classroom teachers and support stall' was not ensured it was the pupil who was disadvantaged 
(Fletcher-Campbell & Cullen, 2000). Problems encountered by general classroom teachers with ST-
LDs in Fletcher-Campbell and Cullen's (2000) study included: lack of discussion and co-ordination, 
lack of opportunity to give feedback and forward planning to discuss programmes. These problems 
must be remedied if there is to be consensus between these two parties as to their roles and 
responsibilities. Only when we listen to and report on their needs can we remedy their concerns. 
Ultimately it is the goal of all teachers to offer the best possible teaching to students with learning 
difficulties. 
 
Whilst we have a Standard Work Profile including major responsibilities for ST-LDs in Queensland, 
Australia (Education Queensland, 1998) we do not have selection criteria for these support 
teachers. At the conclusion of this paper it will be demonstrated that responsibilities (elements of 
job activity) are not the same as attributes (aspects of individual skills), and both must be evidenced 
to address the initial points raised in this study. 
 
In Queensland ST-LDs are required to work with students in an inclusive classroom. The term 
‘inclusion' or ‘inclusive classroom' is based on the idea that schools should provide for the needs of 
all children in their communities whatever the level of their ability or disability (Foreman, 1996). In 
this case it refers to students with LD receiving the majority of their education in a general 
classroom. Education Queensland is committed to providing an inclusive curriculum that meets the 
needs of students and society (Department of Education Manual, 1998). 
 
There are two distinct groups of students within the special needs area in Australia, namely those 
with specific disabilities such as intellectual, physical, Autistic Spectrum Disorder, vision, hearing or 
speech and language impairments and those who have learning difficulties (LD). Those students 
identified in the first group are supported by personnel trained in the area of the specific disability. 
 
The incidence of children with LID in Australian schools has been estimated to be in the range of 10 
per cent to 20 per cent of the population (Louden, Chan, Elkins, Greaves, House, Milton, Nichols, 
Rivalland, Rohl & Van Kraayenoord. 2000). Students with LD are those whose access to the 
curriculum is limited because of short-term or persistent problems in one or more areas of literacy, 
numeracy and learning how to learn (Education Queensland, 1997). There is considerable variation 
in the level of support provided between states and territories in Australia. The Australian Capital 
Territory (ACT) favours a flexible model of delivery including small-group withdrawal, in-class 
instruction and small alternative classes (Osborne, 1997), but in Queensland support has moved 
from direct input with students towards a more consultative approach (Forlin, 2000). These changes 
necessitate a change in the requirements of a successful ST-LD in the consultative role, particularly 
in an inclusive classroom where the preferred model is to include rather than withdraw students. 
 
It was identified in Australia (Van Kraayenoord, 1996) that there were four major skill areas required 
for effective ST-LDs; namely, (1) the need for detailed sharing of information regarding a student's 
abilities and skills; (2) collaborative planning with the general classroom teacher to focus on 
adaptations and modifications needed by each student; (3) providing support by co-teaching in the 
general classroom: and (4) evaluation of the teaching by examining the effectiveness of both the 
instructional approach and the use of teaching materials. 
 
The Standard Work Profile for the ST-LD includes 11 major responsibilities (Education Queensland, 
1998): 
 
1. Provide diagnostic assessment and teaching of students with learning difficulties. 
2. Participate in ascertainment/appraisement of the needs of students with LD by assessing and 
reporting, and collaborative planning, teaching and monitoring of students' programmes. 
3. With classroom teachers collaboratively plan, teach and monitor education programmes for 
students with LD. 
4. Conduct assessment of students, classroom environment and educational materials/resources 
in order to recommend appropriate strategies that enhance the educational outcomes of 
students with LD. 
5. Document assessment and teaching of individual students with LD and report on each of those 
students' progress as required. 
6. Participate in and promote networking of support teachers (LD) in sharing examples of best 
practice.  
7. Work collaboratively with other specialists (e.g., guidance officers. speech /language 
pathologists) to coordinate services to students with LD. 
8. Support a whole school professional development programme to address both LD and teaching 
practices.  
9. Support classroom teachers by teaching demonstration lessons. 
10. Collect and monitor data about students with LD in order to measure progress and to inform 
planning and programmes. 
11. Maintain specialist teaching expertise and knowledge of effective teaching for students with LD. 
 
The first recommendation requires that ST-LDs provide direct teaching for students, which may not 
be conducive to an inclusive model of teaching. Forlin (2001) reported that withdrawing students 
from the general class was still the most popular method of support provision; this may be a result 
of the reported problems that these particular teachers experienced in undertaking collaborative 
planning. Collaborative planning requires a working relationship based on good communication and 
interpersonal skill (Fields, 1996) but these attributes are not included in the lists of responsibilities. 
 
Collaborative work between specialists and teachers was noted as a weakness resulting in a 
disadvantage to students in a study by Fletcher-Campbell and Cullen (2000).  One example given 
by a general classroom teacher was that ‘Support teachers want to discuss problems rather than 
necessarily be expected to solve them' (p. 93). The head teacher responded that it was not up to 
the support teachers to deliver programmes but that support time should be used to discuss 
programmes with the teachers. This could be seen as a way of empowering general classroom 
teachers in providing individual programmes for all their special needs students. 
 
Most of the 11 responsibilities listed above concern the support teacher taking responsibility for the 
student rather than empowering the classroom teacher to take responsibility. There is one item that 
addresses this concern (No. 9) where it is suggested that the support teacher supports the teacher 
rather than the student. The question remains as to whether it is the role of the support teacher to 
support the classroom teacher or to support the individual student. 
 
Qualifications 
If the preceding responsibilities are seen to be important for ST-LDs the question must be raised as 
to whether universities are providing adequate and appropriate training. Evidence from the Mapping 
the Territory report (Louden et al., 2000) indicates that pre-service teacher education programmes 
in Australia are characterised by considerable variability and that in some programmes there may 
be no required study of special education. Within special education subjects the area of learning 
difficulties was only offered in a small minority of programmes. However, in New South Wales it is 
mandatory for all graduates to have studied the teaching of students with special education needs, 
including learning difficulties. Each jurisdiction in Australia has its own Education Act with 
considerable variation in the type of support that is provided for students with special needs (Forlin, 
2001). 
 
Within Mapping the Territory, 20 survey schools in six states in Australia indicated that some staff 
had attended professional development in learning difficulties but 18 per cent of staff had no recent 
professional development in LD. Half of the schools had no staff with any specialist training in LD. It 
was recommended by the authors of Mapping the Territory that every school should have at least 
one teacher with specialist LD knowledge, that professional development and advanced 
qualification should be supported and that ineffective short courses should be avoided. These 
findings have considerable implications for universities to develop and offer well-researched 
courses for all ST-LDs. 
 
Reports conducted into the Australian Education system have claimed that new teachers are not 
adequately trained to teach students with special needs in inclusive. classrooms (Commonwealth of 
Australia, 2000; Ministerial Advisory Council Oil the Quality of Teaching, 1997). It would be 
worthwhile knowing the actual content of university courses and whether topics such as 
communication and developing interpersonal skills are included. 
 
The present study aims to shed light on the factors that make ST-LDs effective in inclusive 
classrooms. Is it just a matter of having knowledge relating to learning difficulties or is it just as 
important to be able to collaborate and communicate effectively with general classroom teachers`? 
 
Method 
Focus group interviews 
Focus group interviews were utilized to develop survey items for a questionnaire. Focus groups 
involve the 'explicit use of group interaction to produce data and insights that would be less 
accessible without the interaction found in a group' (Morgan, 1988, p. 12). There are obvious 
advantages of focus group interviews versus individual interviews, including greater amounts of 
information collected in shorter periods of time and the group synergy fosters more creativity 
providing a greater range of thought, ideas and experiences (Vaughn, Schumrn & Sinagub, 1996). 
The formation of focus groups is relatively free of constraints and there are no definite rules for their 
use (Krueger, 1994). Many aspects of focus groups can be adapted to meet the specific needs of 
the researcher. For example, groups charged with item generation should have a relatively 
unstructured agenda and size of groups and membership characteristics can be adapted to meet 
research needs (Nassar-McMillan & Borders. 2002). 
 
Participants 
In order to comprise a focus group study, a minimum of two (Vaughn et al., 1996) or three (Krueger, 
1994) groups must be held. Desired focus group size was 4- 6 participants, representing ideal size 
to generate discussion and maintain adequate control over the agenda (Krueger. 1994). In this 
study five groups were selected to represent the target populations: one group of 12 representing 
experienced ST-LDs; one group of 8 representing Master of Education students in LS (who were 
also general classroom teachers); one group of 4 secondary general classroom teachers and two 
groups of 3 primary teachers. Thus a total of 30 teachers constituted the 5 focus groups. 
 
Procedure 
The moderator (RA) contacted principals of local schools in the Brisbane metropolitan area to 
identify small groups of interested general classroom teachers. The principal researcher contacted 
the senior ST-LD in the local area to organize the group of experienced ST-LDs and the group of 
Masters students volunteered to be included in the study as part of their summer residential school. 
 
Each focus group interview was scheduled for 30 minutes. The moderator began by explaining the 
purpose of the interviews and obtained informed consent from each participant for his or her 
participation in the research as well as for audio taping. The moderator utilized a series of prompts 
(Appendix 1) designed to facilitate discussion if the group was unsure of a suitable response. The 
agenda was not strictly adhered to, allowing the moderator to elicit more information on topics not 
previously covered. The moderator ensured that none of the participants dominated the 




The focus group interviews output (Table I ) was the basis for the resulting 32 items of the final 
questionnaire (Appendix 2). To capture the essential nature and comprehensiveness of the topic, 
the interviews were transcribed. Four distinct categories emerged from the data encompassing a 
total of 358 statements made by participants. These categories were Personal Traits, 
Organisational Skills. Knowledge and Experience, and Communication. Knowledge and Experience 
needs to be defined as specific domain knowledge and not knowledge relating to the other three 
categories, for example, knowledge of communication. See Table 1 for a breakdown of each focus 
group into the respective categories. 
 
The percentages of statements in each category were used to assess the proportion of statements 
in the final questionnaire. For example, as the highest proportion of statements (33.5%) was in the 
category Knowledge and Experience, the resulting proportion of statements in this category was 7 
out of 20. As noted earlier the final questionnaire consisted of 22 statements, the original 20 
statements generated from the focus groups and 2 statements that were included as foils to avoid 
response set. The 2 foil statements were ‘an effective learning support teacher should be available 
before and after school hours' and 'an effective learning Support should be an effective researcher 
in the school'. 
 













(n = 10) 
Total score Percentage (%) 
Number of
statements
Personal Traits 21 5 25 50 14 3 
Organisational Skills 7 5 80 90 25.5 5 
Knowledge and 
Experience 25 27 68 120 33.5 7 
Communication 31 11 54 98 27 5 
   Total 358   
   Statements    
   Score    
 
 
Of the 20 statements generated from the focus groups there were 6 statements that were 
specifically from the experienced ST-LD focus group. Of these statements, 5 related to Knowledge 
and Experience and 1 to Organisational Skills. These statements were included as a means to 
compare general classroom teachers’ responses to the relative importance of ST-LD generated 
statements. 
 
The respondents were asked to think about what they believed were important attributes of ST-LDs 
and to circle the response that best indicated the extent to which they agreed with each item on a 6-
point scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. The respondents were also asked to rank the 
three most important attributes from the total 22 items and a space was provided to list any 
additional attributes not contained in the questionnaire. 
 
Demographic information was also collected including age. sex, number of years of teaching 
experience, grades taught, current grade taught, details of special needs training including 
Professional Development courses, teacher training qualifications, number of children with learning 





Of the total 117 completed questionnaires, 95 were completed by female teachers and 22 by male 
teachers. There were 35 per cent of teachers in the 40-49-years age group (with about 22% 
represented in each of the following categories: under 30 age group, 30-39. and 50 and over). The 
average number of years of teaching experience was 15 years (ranging from no experience to 44 
years). All grades 1-12 were represented in the sample. There were 12 teachers (10%) with a 
special education qualification. 
 
All teachers nominated how many children with Learning Difficulties were in their current classes 
and how many hours of ST-LD support they received per week. The average number of children 
per class was 4 and the average hours support per week per child identified was calculated as 1.69 
hours per week. 
 
The principals of five primary schools and principals of three secondary schools in the Brisbane 
metropolitan area were approached by the senior researcher to be part of the study. A letter 
requesting permission to send out questionnaires to their teachers and an explanation of the 
research project followed. A total of 319 questionnaires were mailed to the schools with 117 
completed questionnaires returned. 
 
Results 
Focus group data 
The main points of difference in the responses of the ST-LDs and classroom teachers were 
between the two categories of Organisational Skills and Knowledge and Experience. The ST-LDs 
made only 10 per cent of their total statements in the Organisational Skills category compared to 35 
per cent by classroom teachers. Over half (56%) of the total statements made by the ST-LDs 
referred to Knowledge and Experience compared to 30 per cent by classroom teachers. This 
indicates that there is a mismatch between the most important attributes for a successful ST-LD in 
an inclusive classroom with ST-LDs favouring Knowledge and Experience and classroom teachers 
favouring Organisational Skills. In this small group there were no differences between groups on 
the categories of Personal Traits and Communication. 
 
Questionnaire data 
Table 2 shows the mean scores for the four attribution categories of ST-LDs. Overall, Personal 
Traits appears to be the most important category relating to successful ST-LDs in an inclusive 
classroom. The second highest rating overall Was for Communication, followed jointly by 
Knowledge and Experience and Organisational Skills. Means ranged from 5.33 to 5.53 in the upper 
range of the 1 to 6 rating scale, and thus confirmed the statements proposed by the original focus 
groups. A series of paired t-tests, were conducted to examine whether any of the mean category 
scores were significantly different. These revealed that Personal Traits was rated significantly 
higher than Communication (t(116) = -4.11, P < 0.000), Knowledge and Experience (t(116) = -4.68, 
P < 0.000), and Organisational Skills (t( 116) =-5.47, P< 0.000). Communication was rated 
significantly higher than Organisational Skills (t(116) =-2.06, P < 0.042). 
 
 
Table 2: Descriptive information for the Four ST-LD Attribution Categories 
Category Mean SD 
Personal Traits 5.53 0.41 
Communication 5.39 0.46 
Knowledge and Experience 5.33 0.45 
Organization Skills 5,33 0.52 
 
 
One way analyses of variance (ANOVAs) revealed that female teachers have significantly higher 
ratings than mates on the Knowledge and Experience category (F(1,115) = 8.051, P < 0.005). 
However, there were no significant differences for age of teachers, years of experience, 
qualifications, or the number of students with LD in their current classes. 
Table 3 shows ratings for the 20 individual items expressed as mean scores and the percentage of 
teachers ranking items as most important, second most important, and third most important. 
Category allocation for each item is indicated in Column 2 of the table. The two statements that 
were included as foils in the questionnaire are not included in Table 2, but the mean difference for 
ratings for the foils and the remainder of the questions, M =-0.57 (SD= 0.66), was significant (t(116) 
=-937, P = 0.000). This demonstrates the effectiveness of including foils to avoid response set. 
 
Table 3: Twenty items ranked by mean 
 













Have knowledge of strategies for use with 
students with learning difficulties K 5.84 0.45 46.9 14.3 5.4 66.6 
Have an Understanding of the 
developmental levels of children K 5.66 0.51 0.9 6.3 5.4 12.6 
Have a non-confrontational relational 
manner that is warm. encouraging and 
supporting 
P 5.65 0.50 9.7 8.9 10.7 29.3 
Be available to communicate with 
classroom teachers C 5.64 0.50 0.9 8.9 5.4 15.2 
Be accessible and available for the 
classroom teacher O 5.58 0.56 4.4 9.8 1.8 16.0 
Have on optimistic attitude, try new things 
if something hasn't worked P 5.54 0.55 1.8 4.5 4.5 10.8 
Be able to administer and explain 
assessments for children with learning 
support needs 
K 5.54 0.55 - 5.4 8.9 14.3 
Provide follow-up for teachers, and check 
up on the child's progress O 5.51 0.58 2.7 1.8 9.8 14.3 
Be able to function effectively in the role  
of parent-liaison and support C 5.47 0.58 1.8 1.8 2.7 6.3 
Have good mediation skills with an ability 
to negotiate for what is best for the child C 5.44 0.63 2.7 5.4 5.4 13.5 
Be flexible, creative people who are able 
to develop and adapt resource, to  
motivate children and staff 
P 5.4I 0.56 10.6 0.9 8.9 20.4 
Be a good listener who is committed to 
building a relationship with teachers C 5.41 0.59 5.3 3.6 2.7 11.6 
Be able to provide classroom teachers 
with human and material resources or be 
able to help teachers to access them 
K 5.39 0.69 1.8 14.3 5.4 21.5 
Be continually learning and updating their 
knowledge K 5.31 0.66 - 3.6 5.4 9.0 
Be able to organize in-service training for 
peers and aides on learning difficulties O 5.23 0.87 - 1.8 2.7 4.5 
Be a strong record keeper managing 
ongoing files which moves through school 
year levels with child 
O 5.21 0.84 0.9 2.7 3.6 7.2 
Be inventive in time management and 
planning O 5.10 0.85 2.7 - 0.9 3.6 
Have appropriate counselling skills C 5.03 0.87 - 1.9 0.9 2.8 
Have been successful classroom teachers K 4.85 1.15 6.2 1.8 4.5 12.5 
Have a sound knowledge of curriculum in 
all subjects across all year levels K 4.75 1.09 0.8 1.8 4.5 7.1 
 
It appears that the general classroom teachers did not rate the six ST-LD generated statements as 
highly as the remaining 14 statements overall. A paired samples t-test revealed that the mean 
difference for ratings for the ST-LD questions and the remainder of the questions, M = -0.13 (SD = 
0.32), was significant (t(116) = -4.55, P = 0.000). 
 
`Knowledge of strategies for use with students with learning difficulties' was selected by almost half 
the participants (46.9%) as the single most important attribute of- being a successful ST-LD in an 
inclusive classroom. This same attribute also ranked highest in the Top Three Ranking (66.6%) but 
the next highest ranking in this category was for the attribute relating to Personal Traits `Have a 
non-confrontational manner that is warm, encouraging and supporting' (29.3%). 
Discussion 
It is important to consider what the general classroom teacher identifies as being important 
attributes in an ST-LD and this has been the focus of this paper. However it is equally important to 
consider what the LD students themselves see as being important and this should be further 
investigated. 
 
The current study identified four major areas of attributes for ST-LDs; namely, (a) knowledge and 
experience; (b) communication; (c) organisational skills; and (d) personal traits. However, Forlin 
(2001) grouped Education Queensland's (1998) work profile key responsibilities into four groups; 
namely, (a) identifying the needs of students; (b) assessment and teaching; (c) collaborative 
planning; and (d) maintaining their teaching expertise. It is important to consider the relevant 
attributes that are required to match the responsibilities of an ST-LD and in most cases there is a 
match between attribute and responsibility, for example, knowledge and experience/maintaining 
teaching expertise. However, the personal traits and communication skills are areas that receive a 
lot more attention in the current study and could be interpreted as the most important attributes for 
the inclusive classroom. 
 
While questions will remain as to the attributes for a successful ST-LD in an inclusive classroom it 
must be remembered that this is an ever-changing role that requires flexibility. The original focus 
groups identified 358 statements describing an ideal ST-LD and as one questionnaire respondent 
noted `You need to be Superwoman to be an ideal ST-LD!' As noted by 67 ST-LD teachers in 
Forlin's study (2001) `there is a need to be multi-skilled to deal with a broad range of expectations 
from teachers' (p. 7). They also identified that there should be appropriate training to meet the 
changing role of the ST-LD. 
 
An important point must be made in regard to a review of a recent study conducted by Lewis and 
Norwich (2001, p.1) in which they ask the question 'Can differences between learners (LD) be 
identified and systematically linked with learners' needs for differentiated learning?' In answer to 
this question this review supports the recognition of common pedagogic needs. However it is 
tempered by recognition of the unique differences position. So whilst recent curriculum initiatives in 
the UK Support a common curriculum for all pupils it is still important to be able to distinguish 
between normal adaptations for most pupils and the greater degree of adaptations required for 
those with more severe difficulties in learning. Therefore the role of the ST-LD would be to support 
the general classroom teacher and this would require the skills of collaboration and communication. 
 
This paper has highlighted the relative importance placed on Knowledge and Experience by ST-
LDs in comparison to general classroom teachers' conceptions of the importance of the other three 
categories. Personal Skills and Communication are seen as being more important by general 
classroom teachers and this could be an important issue for successful utilization of ST-LDs in an 
inclusive classroom. The question may be raised, `what is the merit of superior knowledge and 
experience if you are unable to utilize personal traits to communicate effectively with the classroom 
teacher?' Fields (1996) proposed that the working relationship between class teachers and support 
personnel requires appropriate communication and interpersonal skills. Bines and Thomas (1994) 
cited in Fletcher-Campbell arid Cullen (2000) concluded that support teachers need to work within a 
framework of co-operation, flexibility, creativity, effective communication and management, and 
resolution of conflicts of view, interests and resources. 
 
The most important issue is how to improve the collaborative process between ST-LDs and 
inclusive classroom teachers. Villa, Thousand, Meyers and Nevin (1996) found that collaboration 
among general and special educators to be the only factor that relates to teachers' positive 
response towards inclusion. Whilst we have inclusive classroom teachers who have differing 
requirements from those provided by specialist teachers we will not reach a consensus. It has been 
the aim of this paper to highlight some of those differences, which in turn will serve to provide some 
discussion between interested parties. 
 
In an ideal world all teachers would have the necessary skills to be effective teachers of students 
with LD and all universities would include a compulsory course on eliciting these skills. However, in 
the real world the issue of delivering an equitable education to students with LD will remain a 
contentious issue because of the high cast of specialist education in our universities. This point was 
emphasised by one of the questionnaire respondents with these comments, `The teacher is the key 
- the learning support teacher is just that - learning support. Of the 22 statements, they all attribute 
qualities that every teacher should have. I hope the learning support teacher just supports learning.'  
However, whatever the role of the ST-LD there will always be a need for specialist support staff 
trained in educating children with special needs (Dow, 1996). 
 
Ultimately even the most professional support teachers cannot work in a vacuum, and they must be 
supported by the whole school community in order to encourage collaborative initiatives to develop 
individual teachers and ultimately meet pupil needs. 
 
Whilst the aim of this paper is to document the attributes of individual teachers it must also be seen 
in the broader context of the whole school community. Successful inclusion requires a wide array of 
school-based modifications to succeed. The school as a whole must be committed to reducing 
barriers for learning for all students and respond positively to student diversity. These attitudes 
must be supported by staff development and by structures that support collaboration and problem 
solving amongst teaching staff, parents and students and with consultants and organisations in the 
wider community (Ainscow, 1999). When special education teachers feel supported by their 
administration and peers they are more likely to believe that their school is a good place to work 
(Mastropieri, 2001). Special educators can experience heightened anxiety and conflict when 
colleagues and principals do not make the education of students with disabilities an important focus 
in the school (Gersten, Keating, Yovanoff & Harniss, 2001). 
 
Limitations of the study 
 
If the questionnaire had been presented in at least two forms with two random sets of statements it 
may have avoided the possibility of the first statement being ranked most highly because of its 
position on the questionnaire. A larger proportion of ST-LDs in the questionnaire sample may have 
generated more reliable results. Further study might focus on the concerns of the students 
themselves as they are the most important members of any inclusive school. It may be possible to 
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Appendix 1: Focus group questions 
 
Questions for all participants: 
 
1. What are the specific qualities that you would like to see in a Learning Support Teacher? 
(Prompts- e.g., qualifications, experience, communication skills, reliability) 
2. What are the most important aspects of learning support in an inclusive classroom? 
3. Does anyone have an example of a particularly good ST-LD that they have worked with?  
 
Questions specifically for classroom teachers: 
 
4. How satisfied are you with the level of and quality of support that you receive in your 
classroom? 
5. If you could suggest one thing to enhance your ST-1-D's involvement in your classroom what 
would it be? 
 Appendix 2: Questionnaire       
An effective learning support teacher should: Strongly Disagree Disagree Mildly Disagree Mildly Agree Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
1. Have knowledge of strategies for use with 
students with learning difficulties. SD D MD MA A SA 
2. Be accessible and available for the 
classroom teacher. SD D MD MA A SA 
3. Be able to organize in-service training for 
peers and aides on learning difficulties. SD D MD MA A SA 
4. Be available to communicate with classroom 
teachers. SD D MD MA A SA 
5. Be able to function effectively in the role of 
parent-liaison and support. SD D MD MA A SA 
6. Have a non-confrontational relational manner 
that is warm. encouraging and supporting. SD D MD MA A SA 
7. Be available before and after school hours. SD D MD MA A SA 
8. Have been successful classroom teachers. SD D MD MA A SA 
9. Be able to provide classroom teachers with 
human and material resources or be able to 
help teachers to access them. 
SD D MD MA A SA 
10. Have an understanding of the developmental 
levels of children. SD D MD MA A SA 
11. Be an effective researcher in the school. SD D MD MA A SA 
12. Have good mediation skills with an ability to 
negotiate for what is best for the child. SD D MD MA A SA 
13. Have a sound knowledge of curriculum in all 
subjects across all year levels. SD D MD MA A SA 
14. Be a good listener who is committed to 
building a relationship with teachers. SD D MD MA A SA 
15. Be able to administer and explain 
assessments for children with learning 
support needs. 
SD D MD MA A SA 
16. Be inventive in time management and 
planning. SD D MD MA A SA 
17. Be a strong record keeper managing ongoing 
files which moves through school year levels 
with child. 
SD D MD MA A SA 
18. Have appropriate counselling skills. SD D MD MA A SA 
19. Have an optimistic attitude, try new things if 
something hasn't worked. SD D MD MA A SA 
20. Provide follow-up for teachers, and check up 
on the child’s progress. SD D MD MA .A SA 
21. Be continually learning and updating their 
knowledge. SD D MD MA A SA 
22. Be flexible, creative people who are able to 
develop and adapt resources to motivate 
children and staff. 
SD D MD MA A SA 
 
Views expressed by the contributors to this journal are their own and do not necessarily reflect the policies and 
opinions either of the authorities by whom they are employed or of NASEN. 
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